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Abstract

This investigation involved a comprehensive descriptive analysis of the
reading and writing behavior of 13 upper elementary level learning disabled
students.

Data wore collectes on student responses to 11 language tasks. These
tasks inc'uded drawing, forming letters, numbers, and their names, being read
tu, reading, and answering Jjuestions about reading and writing. Ucher tasks
focused on the s ndent's book handling knowledge as well as specific reading
abilities.

Interviews and surveys were conducted tu ascertain students' attitudes
and concepts of reading and writing, parental actitudes and models of reading,
students' developmental and educational histories, and home environments.

crudents' miscue analysis (i.e., deviations from print) of their oral read-
ing and subsequent story retelling revealed how effectively they utilized
the syntactic, scmantic, and graphophonemic lunguage systems in relation to
reading comprehension.

The results indicated that these students’ responses to written language
could be analyzed, categorized, and qualitatively measured within a particular
inrormation processing, psycholinguistic paradigm.

The implications focused on the practical implementation of whole language
instruction and integrated activities into the urban elementary school special

coucatiua curriculum and the learning disabled student's home environment.
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The Responses to Written Language
by Elementary Level Learning Disabled Students

Traditional research in reading behavior of learning disabled students
and nondisabled students has tended to investigate possible differcnces in the
rcading process through quantitative measures such as isolation of ocunds,
letters, word parts, sight words, and sentences. The quantitative approach
might also include correlational analysis of intelligence, personality, visual
or auditory discrimination, or other process variables with the ability to
perform reading or reading-related tasks (e.g., Bell, Lewis, & Anderson, 1975;
tiirk ¢ Callagher, 1983; Kirk & Kirk, 1972). Since this type of rescarch tends
to vquate reading proficiency with such skills elements as vowel and consonant
sounds, letter recoguition, syllabification, . ight word recognition, phrase
recognition, and oral reading accuracy, the predicted consequence of this
orientation is a prescriptive instructional approach to ameliorate these partic-
ular deficit elements of reading behavior (e.g., Charles & Malian, 1980; Cohen
& Plaskon, 1980; Gearheart, 1973; Kirk, Kliebhan, & Learner, 1978). Develop-
mental reading approaches for nondisabled students typically equate the ability
to read with these same skills elements (Schiefelbusch, 1978; Smith, Otto, &
lansen, 1978). When quantitative aspects of these isolated reading behaviors
are utilized in comparing able and disabled readers, then the process of read-
ing sxills acquisition necessarily emerges as a series of quantitative progressions
for both populations.

In contrast to this research and instructional perspective, Carnine (1977)
as well as Goodman and Goodman (1977) argue that this instructional fragmenta-
tion approach actually distorts ti.c reading process. This distortion occurs
when isolated features of reading are presented to the student without a
meaningful context. If the purpose of reading is cowprehension or to gain

meaning from priat, then research and/or instruction directed at the isolated



skills elements may have little, - mpact on the ultimate objective of
reading instruction (Smith, 1978 ig considerable support for this
aiternative perspective of the read. ss.

Coodman (1965) noted that able rew recogirized the same words with

greater accuracy wien they appeared within a passage context as compared to
when they.appcarcd as isolated words ir  ist form. In a similar study, Allington
and McGill-Franzen (1980) investigated od identification errors in tsolation
and in context of fourth grade able and disabled readers. As predicted, both
groups of readers made significantly fewer errors in context than th;y did

when the words were presented in random order. In addition, the disabled
readers were more disrupted by the no-context task presentation than were the
able readers. Not a single disabled reader performed better on the isolation
task. However, word identificatioun errors elicited on tests in isvlation were
not predictive of errors elicited in connected text for either group of readers.
In contrast to Goodman's (1965) finding, Allington and McGill-Franzen (1980)
noted that these able and disabled readers made different mistakes when read-
ing the same words in lists instead of in context. In terms of comparative
analysis, able and disabled rcaders were quantitatively different in both
condi;ions. Able readers were more able (i.e., fewer errors). Qualitative
differences in reading ability bhetween these groups wae not addressed.

Allen and Watson (1976) concluded that the single difference between
readers at differential levels was their ability to comprehend what they rcad.
Correspondingly, Gutknecht (1976) was able to demonstrate, through analysis
of oral reading miscues, that less proficient readers were using the same
processes as more proficient readers only less efficiently. These findings
clearly demonstrate that qualitative aspects of reading behavior (e.g., the
cffect of oral reading miécues on comprechension) can be measured.

The research involving analysis of oral reading miscues has lead to an

ERIC
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informaticrs processing model of reading which utilizes the cue systums of
scmantics, syntax, and graphophonemics (Goodman, 1977). These three cuc systems
are utilized to arrive at meaning during the reading process. Tae miscues are
ovaluated in terms of their differential effect on comprehension. Thercfore,
some miscues may be determined to be a higher quality than others. 1In this
respect, reading is measured in a qualitative manner.

The theorcetical framework underlying this rescarch perspective focuses on
the reading process as a combination of Jsyntax, semantics, and graphophoremics
cue systems working in conjunction to produce meaning for the reader (Burke,

*
1,/6). Within a multidisciplinary paradigm, reading is presented as an integral
feature of the total language gestalt (Allen & Watson, 1976, Miller, 1965;
Palmer, 1979). This particular language arts model includes reading and writ-
ing as the print aspcct of language while listening and speaking constitute the
auditory-aural component of language.

Continuing psycholinguistic research which explores the paramcters of
Goodman's (1967, 1977) information processing model has developed a clear
alternative orientation to the process of reading, the acquisition of reading
sk1lls, and the role of reading in the language arté. Goodman and Burke (1980)
have gencrated a plethora of reading strategies based on this model which focus
on comprehension., However, current rescarch and instructional applications
continue to focus on early readers (e.g., Clark, 1976) and developmentally able
readers (e.g., Angelo, 1982; Hoffman & Baker, 198i; 0'Brien, 1981). In addition,
there is a paucity of programmatic evaluation or comparative research which
validates the efficacy or superiority of these language approaches over more
traditional instructional methodologies.

While remecdiation specialists in the area of learning disabilities genur-
ally follow a compensatory-developmental orientation to the amelioration of

reading and reading-related skills deficits at the elementary level (e.g.,
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Cohen & Plaskon, 1980; Kirk, Kliebhan, & Lerner, 1978; Lerner, 1976) and a
compensatory-functicnal approach at the sccondary level (e.g., Marsh & Pricwe,
1980; ann, Gooudman, & Wiederholt, 1978; Mercer, 1979), the current impact

of Goodman's (1967, 1977) model on the instruction of the learning disabled
student is rather minimal. Researchers in learning disabilitivs have concen-
trated on the development of alternative instructional technologies such as
individualized instruction (Charles, 1980), applied bchavior analysis (Cooper,
1981), and contingency management (e.g., Feldman, Thomasson, Terrell, DeVries,
& Galbreath, 1983) to overlay the academic remediation process. Conscquently,
reading approaches are merely extrapolated from traditional reading paradigms
(¢.g., sound/symbol, decoding, vocabulary skills). These methods include
shonics, linguistics, modified alphabets, carly letter emphasis, rebus, language
¢xperience, multisensory, programmed instruction, and high interest-low vocabu-
lary materials. Methodological considerations predominate over reading model
considerations (i.c., how to teach is more important than what to tecach).
Furthermore, current research into reading behaviers of learning disabled
students is primarily restricted to quantitative comparative data (e.g., fre-
quency of oral reading errors) which necessarily leads to quantitative compara-
tive conclusions (e.g., learning disabled students make significantly more
errors than able students on measures of oral reading). Subsequent impli-
cations also reflect tac quantitative aspects of the reading process (c.g.,
choose an alternative method which inhibits the learner's weaknesses and pro-
motes a reduction in oral reading errors).

While proponents of the Goodman (1967, 1977) whole language model insist
that a distinct need exists to undertake research in the qualitative facets of
language behaviors of children who develop normally (¢.g., Allen & Watson,
1976+ Burke, 1976; Goodman & Burke, 1980), there is also a corresponding need

to collect qualitative data utilizing children and youth who are exceptional
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were taught (e.y., name, letters, isolated words, date), they were quite able
to wrize. Al:hough no predictable puttern or sequence of book handliiag skills
emerged from the data analyses, the total number of these acquired skills was
related to student's chronological age, previous uducational.progrumming, and
instructioral censistency.

Feldman and Wiseman (1981) also noted thac the parents did not appear to
posscss a great deal of objective knowledge about these students' reading and
writing skills. Parental reports consistently underestimated their children's
language abilities when comparisons were accomplished on classroom-based
observable reading and writing behaviors. These underestimations may have led
to decrcased expectancies in the home environment. Oral reading miscue analysis
data was provided by three of the students. All cases were marked by an over-
all lack ot word identification strategies (i.c., cue systems). The students'
rcading behaviors were characterized by omission of words, high graphic/sound
similarity of miscues, absence of correction strategies, and corresponding low
retelling scores (i.e., passage/story comprehension).

The Feldman and Wiseman (1981) study clearly indicated that qualitative
data based on Goodman's (1967, 1977) whole language model, could be collected
onﬁmoderately mentally handicapped adolescent students, and that such data
could lead to major language implications and applications in the home and
school environments for this population.

Although the Feldman and Wiseman (1981) study yielded rich qualitative
inform *ion on group characteristics and dynamics relative to print-related
skills, comparative qualitative data analyses revealed few interindividual
differences within the moderately mentally handicapped adolescent group. There-
fore, Feldman (1981A) replicated the Feldman and Wiseman (1981) study with nine
mildly mentally handicapped adolescent students from the same school popula-

tion. Many similarities to the c.rlier study cmerged from the data analyses.



Thesc commonalities included the nature and influence of the home e¢nvironment
on reading and writing skills, the function of writing, limited written ex-
pression, and an overall lack of word identification strategies with conscquencly
low retelling scores in comprehension. There also were a number of differences
from the carlier study. This group produced meaningful thoughts, although
discuntinuous or disjointed, through written language. Spelling accuracy and
capitalization usage and accuracy were commen group features. All book hand-
ling skills were accomplished hy every student while the purposes for reading
were rather diversified. Writing samples revealed that words, phrases, and
single simple sentences were common to the group while few exanples of multiple
sentences or complex sentence structures were displayed. Again, as in the
Feldman and Wiseman (1981) study, qualitative data were 2asily elicited but
failed to reveal interindividual qualitative language differcnces.

Since cross-study éomparisons have limited validity, Feldman (1981b) repli-
catced the two earlier studies with a group of moderately mentally handicapped
adolescent students and a group of mildly mentally handicapped cdolescent
students sampledvfrom the same school pepulation and matchzd un chronolugical
age and soclo-cconomic background. He found that the data for each group
across the 11 language tasks were highly similar to the data collected in the
two carlier studies. While there were notable qualitative differences between
the two groups of mentally handicapped students, intragroup qualitative compar-
isons failed to yield qualitative language differences.

The purpose of the presen® study was to conduct a replication of the 11
language tasks utilized with the mentally handicapped adolescents in the Feldman
and Wiseman (1981) and Feldman (198la, 1981b) response-to-print investigations.

In an attempt to elicit outstanding interindividual qualitative language
the present study utilized upper elementary level leaming disabled

differences,

students.
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The following questions concerning the reading and writing behavior of

these learnirg dicabled students were generated for this investigation:

1.

4

10.

11.

Does home environment affect the reading and writing behavior
of c¢lementary level learning disabled students?
Do elementary level learning disabled students demonstrate an
awarencss of the written preduction of language by producing
writing patterns?
How do elementary level learning disabled students view the
purpose of writing?
Do elzmentary level learning disabled students demonstrate knowl-
edge of spelling and graphophonemic relationships?
Do elementary level learning disabled students demonstrate a
developing awareness of written receptive language by exhibit-
ing certain reading patterns?

N
How do elementary level learning disabled students view the pur-
pose of reading?
liow do elementary ievel learning disabled students describe the
reading process?
What differences and similarities are evidenced in elementary
level learning disabled students' written language behavior?
Is reading comprehension of elementary level learning disabled
students, as measured by retelling, dependent oun word ident:fi-
cation? -
Does the reading of elementary level learning disabled students
emphasize the use of any one of the language cue systems of syn-
tax, semantics, or graphophonemics?
D' elementary level learning disabled students produce a high

percentage of semantica’’y acceptable miscues?

10

10
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12. Do elementary level learning disabled students produce a high
percentage of semantically :.i:cceptable, but corrected miscues!
Method

Subjects and Setting

The subjects were 1l male and 2 female students who were classifi-d learn-
ing dlsabled (i.e., significant academic performance deficits accompanied by
average intellectual ability) by a certified school psychologist on the hasis
of individualized intelligence tests and standardized group measures of academ-
ic performance in -reading and reading-related skills as well as mathematics

concepts and computation skills. The students' chronological ages ranged from

.9 years to 12 years 6 months (X = 11-3) while their intelligence scores ranged

from 1.0.'s of 77 to 105 (X = 92). Their reading score grade equivalents ranged
from preprimer to the beginning of the second grade level (X = 1.0). The 13
stucdents demonstrated severe disabilities in reading skills. They all were at
least three grade levels below their nonhandicapped, chronological age pcers.
All but three of the students were residing in home environments in which
standard English was the predominant language. In two students' homes, Black
English was the primary language while in one student's home, Spanish was the
predominant language.

The 13 students lived in a large metropolitan area in the northeast region

of the country. All the students resided in low-middle or middle class home

~environments and attended public eclementary school. They were all enrolled in

the same self-contained classroom (i.c., all academic subjects taught in the
special education classroom) for the learning disabled, grades four through
six. The student composition of this class was representative of the upper
eiementary level, self-contained classroom, learning disabled student popula-
tion within unce of the several geographically-defined sub-districts of this

major urban public scuool system. The school and the sub-district were randomly

11
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selected for participation in the study. Since the school system had achicved
racial desegregation acrouss the sub-districts, thesc 13 students were equiva-
lent to the upper elementary level, self-containcd learning disabled students
who were enrolled in the other sub-districts of the system on the basis of
race, soclo-cconomic baékground, primary language in the home, chronological
age, I. 0., rutio of male to female students, and educational background.

Dependent Measures

Parent questionnaire. Since student's home background is frequently ex-
plored in its relationahip to reading and writing behavior {Durkin, 1966;
King & Friesen, 1972; Read, 197C; Teale, 1978), adaptation of a parent inter-
view by “ason (1978) was utilized in this study. This questionnaire was
designed to elicit information which would provide insights into the studeni's
carly language behavicr. Questions about each student's awareness of print as
well as his/her reading and writing behaviors in the home were included in the

interview. In addition, portions of the Burke Interview of Reading (Burke, 1976)

were incorporated into the questionnaire in order to learn about parents' ideas
of the reading process. ‘iis information was critical in ascertaining the
possible etiology of the student's concept of reading as well as the presence

of modeling reading bebavior in the home.

Book handling knowledge. The student's knowledge of books was asscssed

during the reading of Monster Goes to School (Blance & Cook, 1973). The Pre-

school Book Handling Knowledge (Coodman, 1977) was integrated into the reading

of this book. This opportunity for behavioral observation was included in the
study to determine the knowledge these students had of written materials. Dur-
ing the reading, the investigaror recorded ecach student's responses relativé
to the left-to-right direcction of print, identification of letters and words,
inverted print, differentiation between pictures and print, word-by-word match-

irg, and the general knowledge of story format. ‘The measure assessed 22 book

12 :
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handling skills.

Concepts of reading and writing. In the present study each student's

concepts and attitudes about reading and writing were obtained from interviews
designed by Goodman and Cox (1976) and Burke (1974). These interviews provided
data on the language these students used to communicate about reading and
writing as well as their ideas on the function and purpose of print. In
addition, several activities were included that required the student to pro-
duce concrete samples of writing as well as to differentiate between writing
and drawing.

Miscue analysis. The Reading Miscue Inventory (RMI) by Goodman and

Burke (1972) was developed to analyze an individual's oral reading. When a
person reads, they deviate at times from the actual print represented on the
page. The resulting oral deviation from print is called a miscue. The RMIL
provides a series of questions which the researcher uses to determine the
quality of the reader's miscues. The questions involve such factors as dialect
variation, intonation shifts, and grammatical acceptability. These questions
focus on the effect that each misgue has on meaning as well as on the readers
use of available language cues. Percentages are determined for each question
by computing the total number of miscues involving each question and the
number of miscues designating either high, partial or low responses to the
nine questions.

The RMI has been used in a variety of research studies. The effect of a
saturated book environment on miscues (Watson, 1973), miscues of Mexican Ameri-
can readers (Young, 1973), aud miscues generated by older readers (DeSanti,
1976) are some of the various topics explored in relation to miscue analysis.
Research studies utilizing the RMI have consistently demonstratcd that both
able and disabled readers use the thre ue dystems to find meaning in print

(e.g., Brody, 1973; Gutknecht, 1976).

13



14

In the present study, those students who demonstrated the ability to
match the spoken word with words in print during the book handling inventory
were requested to read several seclections so that entry level reading behavior
could be established and the resulting mi.cues could be analyzed. A wide
range of materials were available to meet the varied abilities of the students
in the study. Each student read at least one selection which was taped for

further analysis. The stories included: A Day At llome (Goodman & Burke, 1972);

The 0ld Man, His Son, and the honkey (Goodman & Burke, 1972); and The Line Down

the Middle of the Room (Goodman & Burke, "1972).

Procedure

The data from each of the 13 students were collected during individual
sessions by their classroom teacher within the daily school activity schedule.
While the classroom aide directed reading and writing projects, the teacher,
in another section of the room, clicited the data from each student as part of
the regular instructional program. The order of student participation as well
as the sequence of inventories and student interviews was randomly determined.
Parent interview data were collected by the classroom teacher during cvening

telephone visitations.

Data Analysis

The dota from the student interviews were analyzed to determine each
student's concepts of reading and writing. These ideas were presented in a
descriptive manner so thatAthe students' actual presentations of idcas were
maintained. Student descriptive products from each interview question were
compared and contrasted in order to display possible student interindividual
qualitative differences. The data from the parent interviews were analyzed
to determine cach parvent's personal reading model and description of his/her
child's language behaviors. These data were analyzed in several ways. Paren-

tal data were compared and contrasted in order to display interparental

O
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qualitative differcnces related to their children's lauguage behaviors, cun-
cepts of reading and writing, book handling knowledge, and utilization of the
graphophonemic, semantic, and syntactic cue systems in oral and silent read-
ing.

The learning disabled students also provided tape recorded data from oral
rc;hing sclections for analysis of miscue behavior according to RMT (Goodman &
Burke, 1972) procedures. These oral reading data were transferred to worksheets
for subscquent coding by two independent miscue raters. Coding comparisons
were then accomplished by dividing the number of miscue code agreements by the
total number of coded miscues. interrater reliability was 91% across the 13
students' miscue-coded worksheets. To determine the student's comprehension
following oral reading, retelling scores were calculated and analyzed by com-—
prehension area (i.e., character gnalysis: recall, events, plot, and theme).

Resul s

Information from the Home

Eleven parents participated in responding to selected questions from a
variety of sources (Appendix A) including reading interviews developed by
vason (1977) and Burke (1976). Tables 1 and 2 present a summary of the paren-
ta! responses to these questions. As Table | indicates, these parents were

in complete agreement on only one of the 10 interview questions that surveyed
their perceptions of rheir children's reading and reading-related behaviors.

All 11 parents indicated that their children were taught to read in the school
setting by teacher aides, remedial reading specialists, or the learning dis-
abilities teacher. No parent mentioned regular classroom teachers or themselves
as initial sources for their child's reading instruction. The parcents were in

almost total agreement on what constituted their child's present rcading

15




16

instructional content. While parents offered the general responses of read-
ing words, spelling words, and reading stories, specific reading skill-related
behaviors prescribed on their child's individualized educational program

(IEP) were not identified. Passage comp-r'wension was the least-offered re-
sponse (i.e., 6/11) to the instructional content question.

Analysis of the parents' perceptions of their children's home reading
behavior indicated that the majority of these parents (i.e., 6/11) did not
observe their children engaged in independent book reading. When parents
did observe their children engaged in a home reading activity (e.g., homework) ,
five of them were intermittently requested to identify unknown words for their
child while six of them were asked word identification questions on a fairly
regular basis. According to the parents, only one student read more than two
hours a week. Concurrently, three students who read at home did so less than
one hour per week. Parental data also revealed that seven of the students
made less than monthly visits to the public library and that only one student
had a subscription to a magazine. The data also indicated that all the students
watched at least one to two hours of television per day with the majority of
the students watching television more than two hours a day. According to
parental responses, all the students personally owned at least four to six
bhooks with seven of the students ow:ing more than six books. When requested
to rate their child's reading ability, no parent thought thei: child was a
"yood'" or "excellent" reader. Six parents rated their children's reading
ability as "fair" while five of these parents rated that ability as "poor."

Additional interview questions were dirvcted to the 1l parent participants
in order to ascertain the students' models of reading behavior in their home
environments. As Table 2 indicates, these parents' primary response to unknown

Place Table 2 about here

O
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words was to plionetically reproduce them while as alternative respenses, one
requested assistance, two consulted the dictionary, and eight parents skipped
over it. When parents were asked what characteristics a good reader would
pussess, ninc mentioned practice, seven thought that a large vocabulary was
important, and six believed that a good memory was reclated to good readership.
According to these parents, geod readers responded to unknown words in one of
four ways. ‘These methods in priority order were: 1) sounding it out (4/11);
2) skipping it (3/11); 3) using the context (2/11); atf 4) using the root word,
prefis, or suffix (2/11).

Parents were also requested to reveal their personal strategies for assist-
ing a disabled reader. ‘Their responses included helping the reader to sound
the word out (5/11), telling them the unknown word (4/11), or tellinyg him/her
to ask someone clse in the family for assistance (2/11).

when the parents were asked how they acquired their ability to read, six
replied that teachers were primarily responsible, three learned from parental
or sibling instruction, and two were self-taught. The methodologies employed
to assist these parents' acquisition of reading skills revealed singular as
well as combination of practices. Phonics-related methods were mentioned by
five parents, threc mentioned practice and/or being read to, and twe parents
articulated memorizing stories that were read to them.

As a comparative feature to the parents rating their children's reading
abilities, parents were requested to rate their own reading abilities. Three
parents rated themselves "excellent,'" six rated themselves "goed," and two
parents thought they were "fair" readers.

All but one parent read at home on a daily basis. They routinely read
newspapers (8/11), magazines (4/11), and books (3/11). However, the data re-
vealed that only four of the parents primarily read in the evening prior to

the‘r child's bedtime while the location of reading materials that parents

17
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interacted with during their primary reading period was situated in their bed-
room (5/11), bathroom (2/11), living room (2/11), kitchen (1/11), or at work

(1/11).

Writing and Spelling Tasks

Twelve of the 13 learning disabled students were available to participate
in this phase of the investigation. These students were requested to complete
two writing tasks and a writing interview (Appendix A) in order to assess
their concepts of writing as well as to determine their writing abilities and
deficiencies. Table 3 presents a summary of the students' responses to thuse
writing and spcelling measures. )

All students were requested to produce a writing sample, given paper and
pencil. Their responses to this task were analyzed for: 1) form; 2) punctua-
tion; 3) capitalization; 4) speiling accuracy; 5) sentence length; 6) spelling
errors per secuntence length;'7) ability to read what they wrote; and 8) utili-
zation of writing terminology.

Place Table 3 about here

In terms of the written form produced, nine of the students (757)) wrote
one complete sentence while the remaining three students wrote either their
first and last names, or a phrase of three words, or two words. All student

’ P ’
productions demonstrated conceptual continuity between words including the
phrase and the two word production (e.g., "in the coth city ," "fat head").
Capitalization was attempted by 10 students. 1In all cases, the first letter
of the first word was capitalized. However, one of these 10 students capi-
talized his production in the following manner:

Bille Lesh plae weth

The bat an the Bulle

(Bill let's play with the bat and the ball)

Punctuation by the sentence-producers was rarely demonstrated. Only two

18
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students (207) attempted to punctuate their sentences. Both of thuse students
wrote declarative sentences and punctuated them with a period in the correct
poéition.

Spelling accuracy, sentence length, and accuracy per length data were then
subjected to analyses. Two students (20%) produced no misspelled words in their
sentences. The other cight sentence producers had at least one spelling in-
accuracy for a total of 16 words. & representative sample of these misspellings
demonstrate moderate to high graphic and/or phonemic similarities to the correct

spelling as indicated below:

Produced Intent
acrall {d4cross)
monstar (monster)
lesh (let's)
boock " (book)
sei (sce)
hear (here)

no (know)

Sentence length ranged from 3 to 10 words and the mean length was 6.8 words
per sentence. Spelling inaccuracies occurred approximately 24% of the time.
Most of the 12 students (10/12) were capable of orally reading their pro-

ductions without errors. Two students each made one error. One student

miscued on "cat' and substituted "dog." The other student dialectually mis-

cued, substituting '"say" for "said."

In terms of utilizing writing temminology, 11 of the 12 students were

able to articulate "letters,'" "words," and "sentence.' "period" was identified

and articulated by five students. Three students were accurate and articulate

with "capital letter." 'Proper name (noun)" and "punctuation' wer. identified
and cxpressed by two students and one student, respectively. Identitfication
inaccuracies included articulating "sentence" for words and phrases (2/12),

1t 1"

. . 1
and single instances of 'nouns" for y" and "n," and "compound word"” for "no

you."
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When requested to write "a letter", five of the students exclvesively
utilized lower casc letters, threc used upper case lettering, and the
remaining four studeats untilized both upper case and lower case letters. Une
student was unable to comprehend the instructiocns or subscquent claritfication
and wrote "Fhila." and then "a ltre.'" All students produced the "leteer"
task in manuscript rorm.

Another related cuditory processing task involved requesting these
students to verbalize the distinctions betwcen "writing" and "drawing."

Only seven of the 12 students were able to relate the writing task in some

way to the transfer of oral communication to print. Five students responded
that drawing and writing were the same because pens or pencils were involved
in both processes. Paralleling this finding, only eight of the 12 students
responded that they did any writing in their home environment. Since earlier
studics with handicapped students revealed student problems in relating to

the abstract presentations of the differentiations between writing and drawing
(e.g., Feldman & Wiscman, 1980), thesc learaing disabled students were requested
to make concrete discriminations between previously constructed samples of
cach concept. Under these conditions of visual inspection, 11 of the 12
students were able to correctly identify samples of writing or drawing with
100% aceuracy over three randomly presented trials. Concurrently, all 12
students could verbally isolate things that were "drawn", while 10U of the 12
students could verbally isolate things that were "written,"

Reading Behavior

Book handling abilities. All students were asked to respond to questions

from the Book Handling Knowledge Iinventory (Goodman & Cox, 1977). This measure

(Appendix A) was primarily designed for children who were not reading, however,

the inventorvy has been utilized with learning handicapped students to ascertain
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any prerequisite prereading skills that may be deficient or missing in their

present reading behavicral repetoires (Feldman, 1981: 1982). Table 4 presents

these learning disabled students' performance in bouk handling seills.  These
skills are arranged in ascending order of difficulty in this table.

Place Table 4 about here

As Table 4 indicates, these upper elementary grade learning disabled stu-
dents were quite heterogeneous in their array of book handling skills. Only
one student wmet performance criteria on all 30 skills measured on the inventory.
However, all 13 students met at least minimal performance criteria or 15 book
handling skills. Competencies that students met criteria included identifica-
tion of: 1) "buook;" 2) purpose of a book; 3) content of a book; 4) "top" of
page; 5) "page;' 6) "capital’ letter; and 7) title location. All students were
also able to demonstrate: 1) "front" of a book; 2) where reading starts in a
book; 3) where reading begins on a page; and 4) that reading continues from the
left page last word to the right page first word (i.e., cross-page progression).
In terms of story comprehension skills, all students were able to recall main
story characters, story plot, and main story ecvents.

Twelve of the 13 students (92%) were able to meet at least minimal per-
formance criteria on six additional book handling skills. These 12 students
were able to correctly identify the title page or the first page of print {i.e.,
"show me a page in this book."), direction of print on one line, and the direc-
tion of print over two consecutive lines. In addition, these students were
capable of articulating the role of "author."

Ten of the 13 students (77%) met a least minimum performance criteria on
four additional book handling skills. These skills required the student to
demonstrate: 1) exact physic.l matching in text of the spoken word; 2) physi-

cal isolation of one word in text; 3) physical isolation of two words in text;
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and 4) physical isolation of the last letter in a word.

While nine students (70%) met at least miniwmal criteria for demonstrating
the abilities of physically dsolating one letter in a word and physically iso-
lating two letters in a word, the remaining three book handling skills presented
increasing difficulty for the students. Eight students (627%) were able to
indicate comprehension of the theme of the story that was read to them. On
the perceptual skill of demonstrating the correct position-in-space required
for rcading a printed page when the open book was presented upside-down, only
five students (397) successfully accomplished the reversal task. When studentsb
were requested to show exactly where the end of the story would be indicated,
only one student (8%) turned to the last page and pointed to the last line.

However, the majority of students did accomplish the first part of this task.

Concepts of the reading process. Twelve of the 13 students were available

to participate in responding to questions from the Concepts of Reading Inventory

(Goodman & Cox, 1977). This measurc (Appendix A} was originally designed for
children who were not reading; however, this inventory has been ¢mployed with
developmentally disabled readers to assess their conceptualization of various
components of the reading process (¢.g., Feldman & Wiseman, 1980; Feldman, 1982).
Table 5 presents a summary of these learning disabled students' concepts of the
reading process.

As Table 5 indicates, these 12 students displayed a wide variety of
differential perceptions of the reading process. Ten students (83%) unequivo-
cally responded that they knew how to read while the other two students felt
that they knew how tv, read "a little bit.'" When all students werce asked how
they learncd to read, most students mentioned either looking at/in books (5/11)

or working with words (3/11). Four students responded that they didn't know
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how they learned to read. All students were able to indicate thelr principal
sources of reading assistance. Teachers and/or instructicaal aides were men-
tioned most frequently (8/12) while parents or siblings were named by three
students. Two students felt that they were their own primary rcadiﬁg instruc-
’

tional resource. Most students (9/12) indicated that they enjoyeo reading or
at least enjoyed reading (2/12) to some extent. One student reported that he
didn't like reading at all. While the majority of students respoaded that they
enjoyed reading, nine of them (827) felt they required assistance ‘n the read-
ing process. When questioned wherther rending was hard or ecasy, cight students
(67°) thought reading was difficult while four students felt reading was casy.

All students were asked about their reading behaviors as well as the read-
ing behaviors of other family members in their home environments. All but onc
student (927) reported that someone that they lived with knew how to read.

Nine students (757) reported that someone in the home read to them while three
students indicated that they were not read to at home. When asked if they
enjoyed or would enjuy someone reading to them, all 12 students responded in

an affirmative manner. Books or stories (7/12) and the Bible (2/12) constituted
the primary sources of print materials that werc read to thesc students in their
homes. While they were listening to someone at home or school read to them,

ten students (83%) responded with book-directed behaviers (e.g., look at the
pictures) while two students answered this query with non book-directed be-
haviors (e.g., look at the reader).

Most of the remaining questions that were directed toward the students
attempted to ascertain the home-print environmental characteristics as well as
the students' rationales for reading in order to reveal their motivations to
read and the capability of the home environment to influence that desire to
read. (Gueried as to the reasons people read, these students expressed diversc

rationales. Vocational responses (e.g., carn a living; get somecwhcre in life)
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were presented by four students. Three svudents gave recreational-leisure
purposes (e.y., keep them busy; because they want to/like to read). Acquisi-
tion of knowledge (e.g., fiud out the answer; know what's happening) und
functional purposes (e.g., tells them what they want to get) were given as
recasons by three more students. Every student provided at least one meaningful
response to th; reason for reading question. Students were also asked about

. . ]
the variety and location of home reading materials. 1In terms of home reading
material content, students listed the following available pfinted-mattor: 1)
r;cipcs and/or bookbooks (10/12); 2) books (9/12); 3) newspaper (8/12); and
manuals or directions (5/12). Other print materials included mail (3/12),
magazines (2/12) homework (2/12), posters (2/12), T. V. Cuide (2/12), and
comic books (2/12). Singularly elicited responses incorporated the Bible and
television print.. The range of availability of these materials in these stu-
denis' homes was between six different print materials (1/12) and two different
home reading materials (1/12). Most students had five (5/12), four (3/12), or
two (2/12) different kinds of recading materials in their homes. These reading
materials were located in the kitchen (10/12), parents' bedroom (8/12), living
room (8,/12), bathroc. (4/12), and the students' bedrooms (2/12).

Two questions that completed the concepts of reading interview process
focused in on the students' perceptions of the meaning of language when asked
if they spoke a "language,' just over half the students (58%) responded that
they did while five students indicated that they did not. Those students who
responded affirmatively were asked what language they spoke. "English" was
the predominant response while "Spanish" and "american" were ecach named by
two students.

Students' responses to the reading task. In addition to responding to

questions related to the processes of recading, 13 students were presvnted with

questions from the Reading Interview (Burke, 1974). This interview was also
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conducted with the parents of these students to ascertain parental models of

reading available to the students. Table 6 presents these students' most {re-
quent and mos: divergent responses “e's (1974) Reading Intervicw.
Place o about here

Students were requested to |, rovide their principal responses as well as
their secondary responses to unknown words they encountered in the process of
reading. For their principzal response to unknown words, ten out of 13 students
(77%) asked the teacher for assistance and another student requested help from
another student. Only two students (15%) practiced a self-remediational strat-

o

egy (e.g., "sound it out by parts'). Altcrnative responses to unknown words

were primarily phonics-based as eight students (62%) related that they "sound
it out" or "spell it." Requesting assistance was also mentioned by three
students.
The 13 students were also asked to give examples of people they thought
were pood readers.  Students ment loned other learning disabled students (3/13),
siblings (5/13), grandparents (1/13), teachers (4/13), librarians (1/13), and
themselves (1/13). Teachers were cited most frequently by these students (11/13)3
however, teachers were selected primarily as a secend choice (7/13). Parents
were not mentioned by any of the students as either first or second choices.
Interview questions also attempted to elicit from the students several
characteristics and behavieors that good readers might disp]ay.. When encounter-
ing an unknown word, these students (7/13) perceived good readers attempting
phonics-based word attack strategies or asking for assistance (4/13). Two
students felt that good readers skipped unknown words while other students
believed that good readers never encountered unknown words (1/13) or didn't
vnow what strategy good readers utilized (1/13).  When asked directly if good

readers ever came upon words they didn't know, eight students (627) believed
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that situation did not occur.

Two questions in the interview were presented in an attempt to ascurtéin
whether these students would apply differential strategics from their teachers
in assisting another disabled reader. Students offered a variety of strategics
they weuld employ tu aid a disabled reader; however, most ot these strat;giés
(6/13) were phenics-based (e.g., sound it out by letters; spell it). Other
strategies included telling them the word (3/13), reading a story to him/her
and requesting them to read a story in return, getting them an easier book, or
providing a strong motivational directive (e.g , '"You better start reading!").
The strategies they thought teachers would utilize to assist a disabled reader
were rather diversc, yet somewhat similar. Five students thought teachers
would use phonics-based strategies (e.g., give beginning syllable, give rhyming
word, tell them how to sound it out). All other student responses werc singu-
larly presented. Some of these answers included: 1) getting a student tutor;
2) sending a note home to promote reading; 3) giving them the unktnown words in
a spelling test; 4) telling them the word; and 5) giving them an easier book.

Four questions in the interview were directed toward exploring how these
students learned to read (i.e., methodology), source of reading skills acquisi-
tion, futurce reading goals, and the students' self-evaluation of their rcading
abilities. Diverse responses were provided by the students on the qu;stion of
the methodoiogy in learning to read. Elicitations from the students.included:
1) phonics-based methods (6/13) e.g., alphabet, sounding out all the letters,
putting sounds together; 2) words in sentence context (2/13) e.g., word cards
and put them in a sentence; 3) providing a variety of books to read (5/13);
and 4) spelling tests (3/13). Singular responses to the methodology question
consisted of writing the words, being told the words, looking up words in a
dictiovnary, and practicing by reading books. The overwhelming response to

the source of reading skills acquisition was these students' school instructors
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(10/13). ©Parents (1/13) and self-acquisition (1/13) constituted the remainder
of the students' specific etiological responses. One student could not ident-
ify the source of his ability to read. Many future reading goals for these
students (8/13) were language-related (e.g., write poems, songs, and books).
Other reading goals were job-related (5/13) e.g., recading contracts, lawyer,
college, artist. Student self-evaluations in terms of reading ability were
presented in a dichotomous format. TFive students considered themsclves good
recaders while eight students felc¢ they did not possess good reading abilitics.
The remaining three questions in the interview focused on the kinds of
reading materials they interacted with on a routine basis, most-liked reading
materials, and most memorable rcading materials. Students routinely interacted
with a wide variety of print materials. These materials included: 1) newspapers;
2) school textbooks; 3) homework; 4) comic books; 5) bulletin boards; 6) notes
to get things at the store; 7) labels; 8) pencil labels; 9) street signs; and
10) lottery numbers. School-related materials (6/13) were most often mentioned
by the students. Best-liked reading materials were comics or comic books (6/13).
Five students mentioned books while one student liked to read the Bible and
another studeat enjoyed Playboy magazine; All students were to provide a
memorable reading material. All choices were library books or school reading
program stories (e.g., tlonster series).

Miscue analysis. All students were given an opportunity to provide data

according to miscue analysis procedures of the Goodman and Burke (1972) Read-

ing Miscue Inventory (RMI). The RMI (Appendix A) involves a comparison of

expected (i.e., text) responses and observed oral reading responses. Twelve
students participated in this phase of the investigation. All these students
were capable of presenting reading strategies efl.ctive enough for miscue
analysis. Students' oral reading miscues of graphic similarity, sound similar-

ity, grammatical function, grammatical acceptability, and subsequent effect on

O
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story comprehension (i.e., meaning change) were studied.

Miscue analysis involves having the reader read a complete selection with-
out interruption and retelling the selection in his/her own words upon
completion cf oral reading. Both the reading and subsequent retclling are tape
recorded for further analysis. Analysis of miscues yields information concern-
ing the degrec to which the reader successfully constructs meaning and the
extent to which he/she makes efficient use of the available cue systems of
graphophonemics, syntax, and semantics. In addition, the kinds of cues and
particular strategies the reader predominantly relies on are revealed and
summarized on profiles (Goodman, Burke, & Lindberg, 1978). Retellings provide
evidence of the degree and kind of comprehension that occurs and in this regard
the retelling secves as an additional measure of the efficacy of the student's
strategy in coping with written language.

Miscue analyses conducted on these }2 learning disabled preadolescent
students were individually summarized, and profiled in seven basic areus of
reader strengths (Appendix B). These seven areas were:

1) the percentage of substitution miscues which indicate
Graphic and Sound similarities;

2) the percentage of substitution miscues which indicate
similar Grammatical Function;

31 the percentage of instances that the reader produced
syntactically acceptable sentences that involved sub-
stitution miscues;

4) the percentage of instances that the reader produced
semantically acceptable sentences thaﬁ involved sub-
stitution miscues;

5) the percentage of instances that the reader retained

the author's meaning;
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6) the number and percentage of high quality scman-
tic substitution miscues; and
7) the number and percentage of high quality syn-
tactic substitution miscues.
Table 7 provides the group's descriptive statistics on these seven areas of
reader strengtis.

Place Table 7 about here

The first profiled arca was substitution miscues which indicated graphic
and sound similarities (i.e., how much the two words look/sound alike). Anal-
ysc. 1 the 12 students' miscues revealed that an average of 447 of those
miscues reflected high Graphic similarities (e.g., reader = ovnce, text = one) .
As a group, these students' miscues indicated an average of 87/ of thouse mis-
cues were graphically similar (i.e., high graphic plus some graphic) to the
text words. The high graphic miscue range for the group was 357 to 687. The
graphic miscue similarity range for the group was 73% to 957. In terms of
sound similarities, this group produced an average of 367 of their miscues
which reflected high sound similarities to the text words (e.g., reader = Miss,
text = idrs.). Group analysis revealed an average of 84.5% of the miscues re-
flected sound similarities (i.e., high sound plus some sound similarity) Eu
the words in text. The high sound similarity miscue range for the group was
167 to 59%. The group's range of sound similarity miscues was 66% to 927,

The second profiled area was substitution miscues which indicated a sim-
ilar grammatical function to the words in text. As a group, an average of
56% of their miscues reflected the same grammatical function as the text word
(e.g., reader = Billyv Watson, text = Bob Watson). The group's range of same

grammat ical function miscues was 397% to 67%.
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The third area of the profile was sentence syntactic acceptability. Fach
sentence involving at least one miscue was evaluated, as finally produced by
the reader, for its grammatical acceptability in the story. As a group, un
average of 397 of their sentences which had at least one miscue were syntac-
tically acceptable in the story. The range of syntactically acceptable
sentences involving miscues for the group was 97 to 92%. An cxample of a syn-
tactically acceptable sentence and a svirractically unacceptable sentence
pruduced by the same student is presented below:

went with someone
acceptable: One day Bob Watson was sick.

unacceptable: And he looked out the window to see

with happy and
what was happening in the street.

The fourth area of the profile was sentence semantic acceptability. HEach
sentence involving at least one miscue was evaluated, as finally produced by
the rcader, for its meaningfulness in relation to the story. As a group, an
average of 237 of their sentences which had at least one miscue were semanti-
cally acceptable in the story. The group's range of semantically acceptable
sentences involving miscues was 0% to 924,

The fifth profiled arca of reader strengths was the degree to which the
reader changed the intended meaning of the author in the story through word
substitution miscues in the sentence. . Degree of meaning change was cither no
change, minimal change, or a major change in incidents, characters, or sequences
in the story. As a group, an average of 20% of their sentences which had at
lcast one miscue produced no change and 18.57% produced minimal change in the
intended meaning of the author in the story. Therefore, 387 of their sentences
which involved at lecast one miscue retained (i.e., no change plus minimal

change) the author's meaning. The group's range of no meaning change sentences

involving miscues was 0% to 92%. 'The range for the group's minimal meaning
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change sentences involving miscues was 07 to 657. The group's range of sen-
tences involvin. miscues which retained the author's meaning was U Lo o0,
The last two arcas of the profile involved analyzing student miscues
to make a determination of the quality of individual miscues or their
corrections. One way of determining a "high" quality miscue is by noting the
total absence of graphic similarity in the miscue from the text word yect the
sentence involving the miscue has minimal meaning change or no meaning change.
Examples of this type of high quality miscue are presented below:

the
Soon they came to some men in a field.

pal
This dog is my best friend.

As a group, only four stude 3 (33%) produced high quality graphically dissimi-
lar miscucs or corrected miscues. A total of 1l such high quality miscues
were produced among these four students. These 11 high quality miscues con-
stituted an average of 7% of these four students' totdl miscues. The frequency
range of this type of high quality miscues was 1 to 4 while the percentage
range was 67 to 9%.

The other means of identifying a high quality miscue is by noting the
total absence of grammatical function similarity in the miscue frum the text
word yet the sentence involving the miscue or its correction retains syntactic

acceptability. Examples of this type of high quality miscue are presented

“ride
"Get\right down,” he said to his son.

below:

he
"That man rides while his @@@ must walk."
Now all mine

"How can you be so mcan?"
As a group, nine of the 12 students (75%) produced high quality grammatically

dissimilar miscues or corrected miscues. A total of 25 such high quality
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@Miscues were produced among these nine students.  These 25 high quality mis-
cues censtituted an daverage of 87 of these nine students' toial miscucs.  The
freouency range of this type of high quality miscucs was 1 to 6 while the

percentage range was 37 to 157,

Retelling scores for the 12 students were analyzed by subscores in re-
call of characters, vvents and sequence, plot, and theme. As a group, retelling
scorvs indicated that the miscues produced greatest comprehension losses in plot
and theme with relatively less comprehension loss in events and sequence and
the ileast amount of loss in recall of characters.

Discussiun

The data obtained from the home environment on parents' perceptions of
their children's reading and reading-related behaviors as well as parental
models of reading appears to clearly substantiate the impact of the home set-
ging on the 13 upper elementary level learning disabled student participants
in the investigation. However, these data from the parent interviews present
a pattern of environmental behavior that is unlikely to positively affect
their children's current acquisition of reading and writing skills. 1In fact,
the results from the parent interviews Seem tO reinforce the very patterns of
{nstructional history that may relegate these learning disabled students to
continued language skills deficiencies as well as to project a potentially
increasing discrepancy between these students and their non-handicapped
chronological same-age peers in the regular elementary level classroom.

There are several results from the current investigation that lead to
these unfortunate conclusions and subsequent negative prognoses. The parents
of the learning disabled participants did not perceive regular classroom
teachers as a viable source of instructional influence while at the same time
were unable, themselves, to recall any reading comprehension goals in their

children's individualized educational programs. Since the ultimate objective

O
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of reading is to gain meaning from print, the lack of comprehension goals on
the IEP must be perceived as a shared failure of these learning disabled stu-
J-ats' parents and teachers to focus and arrange the home environment with
antecedent conditions that would promote reading comprehension. The parents'
models of reading reflected behaviors that could do little to change their
children's already well established patterns of reading and writing deficien-
cies. For these parents, phonics, an auditorily-based reading and writing
approach to instruction, was the predominant mode of language acquisition.
Since their learning disabled children were also provided primarily phonics-
based instruction, subsequent failure on the part of these children to gain
meaning from print through this instructional mode could not be readily amelio-
rated in the home environment due to parental lack of experiential tréining in
any alternative form of language skills acquisition. Accordingly, these parents
provided the answers to the unknown words their children encountered in print,
suggested phonics-based solutions, or other dependent-oriented alternatives
(eege, séund it out, look it up in the dictionary, ask someonc else).

In addition, these parents infrequently read materials in the company of
their children, while generally engaging in print and print-related activities
when their children were in school or asleep in the latter part of the evening.
It would appear that these learning disabled children received infrequent and
unsystematic opportunities to observe their parents engaged in the reading and
writing processes. Concurrently, the parents did not appear to require or reward
their children's reading behaviors. Although these parents realized that prac-
tice and opportunity were important characteristics of superiur readers, the
home environments of the 13 learning disabled students did not embue these
vital properties necessary for language achievement. Subsequently, the over-

all home environments of these students,sunder the present arrangements and
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patterns of parental behaviors, cannot be perceived as having a positive
influence on student reading and writing skills accomplishment.

The learning disabled student participants, through their writing samples,
displayed;large interindividual differences in their patterns of written
language production. These students, according to their products, displayed
wide variations in form, capitalization, sentence length, and utilization of
written language terminology. Discrepancies in form were noted as students
prcduced singzle sentences, three word phrases, as well as two words. In con-
trast, multiple sentences or paragraph writing was not observed in the written
productions of these learning disabled students. However, the conceptual con-
tinuity prerequisite for sustained, integrated written production in multiple
contiguous sentences or paragraphs was demonstrated by all 12 students who
participated in this phase of the investigation.

While appropriate capitalization was evidenced in most of the written
productions of the learning disabled students, the samples were too limited in
scope to conclude that these students practiced capitalization skills beyond
the first letter of the first word in the sentence. Only one student demon-—
strated the ranldom capitalization of other nouns in the sentence.

The utilization of correct punctuation was demonstrated in only 20% of
the seutence producers.  Both of these students placed a period in the appro-
priate position following their declarative sentences. No other student punc-
tuated their written productions. Due to the limitations of the written
sample, no other types of sentences or other types of punctuation were demon-
strated by these students. 1In only one sentence was a comma appropriate within
the context of the production; however, that student omitted the necessary

punctuation.
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Large variations in sentence length were noted among the student partici-
pants' written productions; however, the average number of words produced pcr
sentence far exceeded the average sentence lengths found in selected samples of
mildly mentally handicapped adolescents (Feldman, 1981) and moderately mentally
handicapped adolescents (Feldman & Wiseman, 1980) on identical tasks.

In terms of utilizing writing teruinology, large interindividual differ-
ences were noted among these learning disabled students. All but one ol the
students were able tu articulate basic sentence elements such as letters, words,
and sentences. In contrast, syntactic elements were rarely articulated or when
articulated, always correctly identified. Since the writing samples produced
by these students served as the stimuli for the determination of written
terminology utilization, only the terminology specific to the samples were
examined. Few students were able to identify capit&l letters, proper nouns,
or the verm "punctuation,' while identification inaccuracies !'.r sentences,
nouns, and compound words were noted. It would appear from thesc findings that
these learning disabled students had a number of difficulties in verbally con-
ceptualizing the terminology common to written expression even at the concrete
identification level within their own writing samples.

The students who produced sontenccs for their writing samples had their
content analyzed for spelling accuracy. Eighty percent of the students mis-
spelled at least one word in their sentences; however, the inaccuracies, for
the most part, displayed moderate to high graphophonemic similarities to the
correct spelling. In spite of the rather strong graphophonemic characteris-
tics of produced words in relation to intended words, spelling inaccuracies

occurred one time for every four words produced in the writing samples of

"these learning disabled students. These spelling inaccuracies, however, did

not generally interfere with their ability to orally read their written
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productions without errors. Only a total of two oral reading errors were
generated by the students and neither of these miscues occurred on misspelled
words.

In order to evaluate the student participants' developing awareness of
written receptive language, book bandling abilities noted as reading readi-
ness or developmental prereading prerequisite skills were examined across
30 skill areas. The findings revealed large interindividual differences among
these learning disabled students. While all students met minimal criterion
for acceptable performance on the 15 earliest developmental skills, variance
among student performance became increasingly greater as higher reading
readiness skills were assessed. By the time the last five developmental
skills were assessed, only a small percentage of the 13 students who partici-
pated in this task had mastered all 25 prior tasks. One student demonstrated
the ability to accomplish all 30 prereading skills on the dependent measure.
In contrast to the anticipated outcome on these sequentially ordered develop-
mental reading tasks to perceive a vast array of splinter skills, no such
finding was noted. In fact, no splinter skills in prereading were found in
the performance of any of the participants.

These learning disabled students perceived the purpose of reading with
highly diversified rationales. Their reasons included vocational, recre-
ational-leisure, acquisition of knowledge as well as functional purposes. As
noted in previous studies, expressed purposes for reading were qualitatively
broader than those purposes expressed for writing. The responses suggested
more varied exposure and interaction with the reading processes than with the
processes of writing. Also, these learning disabled students appeared to
have relatively more functional interactions with reading than those inter-

actions with writing in both the home and school environments. In contrast
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with previous studies involving moderately mentally handicapped and mildly
mentally handicapped adolescents, the learning disabled participants in the
present investigation stressed the vocational necessity of reading-related
activities in regard to their projected career choices.

Almost all of the student participants enjoyed reading or at least enjoyed
it to some extent, yet most of the students felt that they required assistance
in the reading process. Concurrently, most of these students felt that read-
ing was difficult. Responses to questions generated tov reflect the home
environmental characteristics related to the reading process portrayed these
students' home settings as containing a wide variety of available print mater-
ifals across a number of in—~home locations. Although it appears that the home
environments of these learning disabled students were rather saturated with
reading materials, a close inspection of the findings revealed that most of
the reading materials were in adult locations (e.g., kitchen, parent's bed-
room) and at a general level of reading difficulty that far exceeded these
students' assessed levels of independent as well as instructional reading
proficiency. Therefore, it is rather clear that the students were relatively
removed from print material stimulation in the .ome environment and as a par-
tial consequence of this lack of stimulation, these students, according to
personal and parental data, interacted very infrequently with meaningful print
material that they could have assess to, read easily, and find rewarding.

Responses to other interview questions related to the reading process
revealed that these learning disabled students primarily saw the reading task
as a personally dependent experience, that is, the process of reading for
these students constantly required them to seek the assistance of relatively
capable readers. When unknown words were encountered, these students rarely

practiced even primative self-remediational strategies (e.g., sight word and

37



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

38

memory search). The data appear to indicate that phonics-based selr-
remediational strategies were not the initial responses to the encounter with
unknown words for these learning disabled students. The data also reveal the
primary instructional adults, such as parents, teachers, and instructional
aides generally reinforced word-asking behavior as opnosed to utilizing the
encounter with unknown word as an instructional opportunity to rehearse alter-
native self-remediational strategies. Additional interview responses revealed
that these students were not notably aware of remediational strategies util-
ized by able readers nor did their responses indicate that incidental learning
related to alternative interactional strategies modeled Ly these more capable
readers (i.e., non-phonics-based approaches) made any direct or observable
impact on their reading behaviors. A clear indication of this lack of inci-
dental learmning is found in the students' responses to the characteristics and
behaviors they thought more able readers demonstrated. All but one student
declared that more able readers utilized the exact same strategies the learning
disabled students employed, namely, phonics word attack skills or asking for
assistance. The other remaining student didn't know what more able readers
did wheA‘or if they encountered unknown words in text.

The results from the retelling scores of the student participants clearly
indicated that their reading comprehension was highly dependent on word iden-
tification; however, comprehension loss was not evenly distributed across
text passage characters, events, sequence, plot, and theme. To the contra-v,
as a group, retelling scores indicated that these students' oral reading mis-
cues produced notably greater comprehension losses in plot and theme with
relatively less comprehension loss in events and sequence and the least amount
of loss in recall of story characters. This finding generates an entirely new

dimension to the analysis of oral reading miscues in terms of the differential
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effect of miscues on various passage elements. These elements may well reflect
an intrapassage hierarchy which is differentially sensitive to the oral read-
ing miscue. In this case, the quality of the miscue may be analyzed and scored
quite differently depending upon the interaction of the text passage element
(e.g., plot vs. character) and the produced deviation from print. In the pre-
sent study, reading comprehension of these learning disabled students qppeared
to be most effected by the story element interacting with the oral reading
miscue to produce varying degrees of meaning change from the author's intended
meaning.

The results related to the possible emphasis of either the syntax, seman-
tics, or graphophonemics ianguage cue systems in the reading of the 1eérning
disabled student participants revealed that these students primarily utilized
a graphophonemic strategy in an attempt to gain meaning from print. Syntactic
and semantic cue systems were also utilized by these students but much less
often than their primary cue system. As a group, over eight out of every
ten miscues reflected graphically similar ties as well as sound similarities
to the text words. In contrast, the group averaged about five and one half
miscues out of every tep which indicated similar grammatical function as the
intended words in text while only 23% of their miscues were semantically
acceptable in the :tory.

In terms of producing high quality grammatically dissimilur miscues or
corrected miscues, only 8% of the total number of miscues generated by nine
learning disabled students met the necessary criteria for such productions.

A quarter of the study participants had no high quality miscues of this type
at all. Production »f the other type of high qualit; miscues, those that were
graphically dissimilar or corrected, were generated by only four students.
Those miscues represented only 77 of their total miscues. The other eight

participants did not produce any such high quality miscues.
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It is strikingly clear that these learning disabled students' reading
behaviors, which strongly reflected the graphophonemic language cue system to
suin meaning from print, were inadequate to maintain the author's intended
meaning of story plot, theme, events, sequence, and characters. Even though
one cue system, for these learning disabled studerts, predominates to the
relative exclusion of the other two language systems, this emphasis is not
characteristic of more able readers (Goodman, 1967, 1977) and its use does
not produce high quality miscues which retain passage comprehension. In fact,
the miscue data in the present investigation revealed that over six cut of
every ten sentences produced on the average by these learning disabled recaders
contained miscues that reflected major changes in the intended mesning of the
author in the story. That phenomenon, dramatically demonstrated in the
present investigation, may well be a fundamental characteristic of disabled
reading.

There are a number of major implications that can be projected from the
findings of the present investigation. The results clearly indicate a need
to infuse a practical awareness of the functicnal atility of reading and
writing in both the school and home environments. This awareness needs to
begin in the classioom setting with the teacher providing pragmatic, realicy-
based antecedent instructional conditions which require the learning disabled
student to gain necessary meaning from print and to also convey necessary
meaning in his/her print productions. For example, students can request per-
mission to go to recess, eat lunch, or sharpen a pencil with a written mes-
sage and receive, in return, a written reply from the teacher. Since the con-
sequence is reinforcing {or the student, meaning {rom and with print can be
shaped through successive approximations and contingent reinforcement of the

target print behavior. These tactics can be readily transferred to the
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student's home environment following -astery and proficiency levels of specific
print comprehension skills acquisition in the_classroom setting. The student's
individualized educational plan must reflect, as a major asﬁect of the plan,
the instructional focus on functional meaning frc . print.

Dependent reading and writing behaviors must not be promoted in lcarning
disabled students by teachers and parents. While providing assistance in gain-
ing meaning from print may be initially supported, the continued practice of
doing so teaches the student to rely on others to accomplish the reading or
writing +. Assistance needs to be gradually faded while the student is
taught . .egies to gain meaning from print and to self-correct when contextual
print feedback reflects absurdity or story incongruity (e.g., Mike played in
the horse).

Parents, teachers, and learning disabled students would do well to engage
in the reading and writing processes in each other's presence so that adult
modeling of these processes may ve accomplished on some consistent and system-
atic basis. Sustained silent reading as well as sustained oral reading periods
may provide these needed modeling arrangements. Learning disabled readers need
to be systematically iatroduced to the methods that good readers utilize when
they encounter unknown words in print. This systematic introduction to such
encounters and subsequent strategies may require more regular classroom inte-
gration with capable as well as superior readers than what is presently beiig

L 4
undertaken and accomplished in mainstreaming practices.

While this investigation found that reading and writing materials were
readily available to these learning disabléd students at home, the quality of
such materials could not be considered adequate stimuli to produce print
responses in these students. The print materials need to be at these students'

utility levels. If the topical foci of these materials are not responsive to

41



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

42

the student's interests, or the readibility levels of such materials are not
congruent to the student's abilities, quantitative saturation of the home
environments of these students with print materials cannot serve to assist in
enhancing the students' interactions and accomplishments with those materials.
If this qualitative infusion is not economically feasible, the school and the
teacher can play an active, direct service in providing such materials for
utilization in the home setting.

Since it has already been suggested that meaningful reading and writing
activities should become an integral and systematic aspect of learning disabled
students' daily educational experiences and that these activities directly
reflect students' normalized IEP goals and objectives, suggestions for improv-
ing writing skills paraliel such earlier remarks. Writing for the learning
disabled students needs to be presented as a natural language activity and
shculd be accepted initially at its present stage of development. Regardless
of the student's chronological age, spelling accuracy should not take preced-
ence over written production and creative mznipulation of written language
when that developmental level is mental age appropriate. Gradual increases in
criterion for minimal acceptable performance in spelling accuracy can be
accomplished within a changing criterion evaluative framework (Cooper, 1981)
that employs differential reinforcement of appropriate target bchavior
(Popovich, 1982). 1In addition, numerous opportunities should be provided for
a wide variety of reading and writing activities at .school. These opportun-
ities need not and should not be confined to the formal settings of reading,
spelling, and language periods.

Writing opportunities for learning disabled students can be readily
accomplished in a non-threatening atmosphere where they can feel free to prac-

tice, experiment, and explore print production. and manipulation. Under these
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circumstances, reinforcement can be administered on a non-contingent basis.
These activities would help such students increase their confidence and com-
petence levelsiof writing and spelling behaviors. Systematic transfer to the
home environment can follow its practice and accomplishment in the classroom.
A final suggestion is that teachers, both from special education and
regular education, as well as the parents of learning disabled students must
be assisted in becoming more influential persons in these students' acquisi-
tion of the prerequisite and requisite skills inherent in the reading process.
Inservice workshop programs and parent training programs need to be designed to
provide them with the skills necessary to instruct and support alternative
strategies for disabled readers to gain meaning from print. These systematic
instructional strategies with a focus on comprehension (Appendix () would pro-
vide learning disabled students with the necessary behavioral resources to
mo. e efficiently and effectively utilize the syntactic, semantic, and graph;
ophonemic language cue systems in a manner that more closely approximates the

employment of these svstems by proficient readers.
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Table 1}

Summary of Responscs to the Parent Intervicw

49

(N =11)

Item Type Prevalent Responses Percent
1.  who taught student to read la. teacher 100
2. what is being taught 2a. reading words 100

2b. spelling words 100

2c. reading stories 91

2d. passage comprehension 55

2e. oral reading 73

2f. wvocabulary 91

3. student frequency of independent 3a. no 55
book reading at home 3b. occasionally 36

3c. often 9

4. student frequency of asking for 4a. no 0
parent assistance in word 4b. occasionally 45
identification 4e, often 55

5. length of student reading at home Sa. less than one hour 27
per week 5b. 1-2 hours 64

5c. more than 2 hours 9

6. student visits to public library 6a. irregularly 64
6b. monthly 18

6c. 1-2 times a month 18

6d. weekly 0

7 student subscription to magazine 7a. yes 9
7b.  no 91

8. average time student watches 8a. less than ! hour 0
television per day 8b. 1-2 hours 45

8c. more than 2 hours’ 55

“ number of books student owns 9a. none 0
9b. 1-3 0

9¢c. 4-6 36

. 9d. more than 6 64

10. rate student's reading ability 10a. excellent 0
10b. good 0

10c. fair 57

10d. poor 43
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Table 2

Summary of Parents' Responses to the Reading Intervicw

(N = 11)
ltem Type Prevalent Responses Percent
l. parent’'s principal response to la. sound it out 73
un!'nown word lb. dictionary 9
le. skip it 18
2. parent's alternative response to 2a. skip it 73
unknown word 2b. dictionary 18
2c. ask for help 9
3. good reader characteristics 3a. reads a lot 82
3b. large vocabulary 64
3c. good memory 55
4. good reader response to unknown ba. root word, prefix, suffix 18
word 4b. context 18
- 4c. sound it out 36
4d. skip it 27
5. parent strategy to assist a 5a. sound it out 45
disabled reader 5b. tell them the word 36
5c. ask other parent 9
5d. ask other sibling 9
6. how parent learned to read 6a. teacher 55
6b. parent 18
6c. brother/sister 9
6d. self-taught 18
7. method of parent acquisition 7a. phoniecs-related 45
7b. practice 27
7c. being read to 27
7d. memorizing story that wuas 18
read co them
8. future reading goals 8a. read more 18
8b. read more difficult material 36
8c. none 45
9. reading ability: self-evaluation 9a. excellent 27
9b. good 55
9c. fair 18
9d. poor 0
10. routine reading material 10a. newspaper 73
10b. magazine 36
10c. beok 27
frequency of reading at home lla. daily 91
12. reading period 12a. morning 27
12b. afternoon 27
12¢. evening: prior to student's 36
bedtime
12d. evening: post student's 45
bedtime
13. location of primary reading period 13a. bedroom 45
13b. bathroom 18
13c. living room 18
13d. kitchen 9
13e. work 9
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Table 3

Summary of Students' Responses Lo Concepts of Writing Measure

(N = 12)
Item Type Prevalent Responsces Percent
1. write for me: form la. sentence 75
lb. first and last name 8
lc. phrase 8
ld. two words 3
2. write for me: punctuation 2a. yes 20
2b. no 80
3. write for me: capitalization 3a. yes 9
3b. no 91
4. write for me: spelling accuracy 4a. no errors 20
4b. one or more e€rrors 80
5. write for me: sentence length 5a. range = 3 to 10 words
Sb. average = 6.8 words
6. write for me: total words - ba. 68 = 16 x 100 24
total misspellings 6b. average = 1.0 errors
7. ability to read what they wrote 7a. no errors 83
7b. one error 17
8. wutilization of writing terminology 8a. 'letters" 92
8b. '"words" 92
8c. "sentence" 92
8d. ‘"proper name' (noun) 17
8e. "punctuation” 8
8f. 'capital letter" 25
8g. ''period” 42
9, write "letter” 9a. wupper case 25
9b. lower case 42
9c. both 33
9d. yes G2
9e. no 8
9f., manuscript 100
10. write at school 10a. yes 100
11. write at home lla. yes 67
11b. no 33
12. verbalize "drawing/writing" 12a. yes 58
differentiation 12b. no 42
13. make concrete "drawing/writing" 13a. yes 92
differentiation : 13b. no 8

o1



Table 4
Students' Performance on Book Handling Skills
arranged by Order of Difficulty (N_= 13)

Skill N Percent Achieved
1 Identify/label "book" 13 100
2 Identify purpese of book 13 100
3 Identify content of book 13 100
4A Demonstrate "front" of book 13 100
5B Identify ''page" 13 100
6 Verbally respond to print (read) 13 100
7 Demonstrate where reading starts in a book 13 100
8A Identifies "top" of page 13 100
9 Demonstrates where reading begins on a page 13 100
13 Demonstrates luft page last word to right

page first word (cross-page progression) 13 100
18 Identifies a capital letter 13 100
19 Identifies title location 13 100
20A Can recall main story characters 13 100
20B Can recall story plot 13 100
20D Can recall story events 13 100
4B Identifies title page/first page of print 12 92
5A Demonstrates ''page' 12 92
8B Identifies "bottom'" of page 12 92
10 Demonstrates direction of print: 1 line 12 92
11 Demonstrates direction of print: 2 lines 12 92
22 Can relate role of author 12 92
12 Demonstrates exact physical matching of ‘

spoken word 10 77
16A Demonstrates physical isolation of 1 word 10 77
168 Demonstrates physical isolation of 2 words 10 77
178 Demonstrates physical isolation of last

letter in word 10 77
15A Demonstrates physical isolation of 1 letter

in word 9 76
158 Demonstrates physical isolation of 2

letters in word 9 70
20C Can recall story theme 8 62
14 Demonstrates correct pesition-in-space for

reading page 5 39
138 Locates end of story on lasc page, last

line 1 8
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Table 5
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Summary of Students' Responscs to the Concepts of Reading Iiterview (N = 12)
ltem Type Prcvalent Respouses Percent
1. ability to read la. yes 83
Ib. a little bit 17
2. bow student learned to read Za. looking in/at bouk 42
’b. working words - 25
3. principal in. tructur 3a. teacher/aide 67
3b. parent/sibling 25
3c. self 17
4. enjoy reading 4a. yes 75
4b. somewhat 17
5. help required to read Sa. yes 83
5b. no 17
6. Jdifficulty level of reuading process ba. hard 67
6b. casy 25
7. puople at home know how to read la. yes 92
7b. no 8
8. pvople at home read to student 8a. yes 75
8b. no 25
9, content read to student 9a. books/stories 58
9b. Bible 17
10. behavior while read to 10a. book directed 83
. : 10b. non-book directed 17
11. differentiates reading/teiling a story lla. yes 33
l11b. no 67
12. cnjoy being read to 12a. yus 100
13. ability to read with eyes closed 13a. vyes 25
13b. no 75
4. t.v. in home ita. ves 100
14b. multiple sets 42
15. reason peupie read 15a. getting somewhere
in life/job 17
15b. shopping 17
15¢. enjoy it 17
16. variety of home reading l6a. six 8
material:  range 16b. five 42
l6c. four 25
16d. three 17
16e. two 8
17. variety of home reuding 17a. recipes/cookbook 83
material:  content 17b. books 75
17c. newspaper 67
- 17d. manuals/directions 42
15. location o. home reading material 18a. kitchen 83
18b. bedroom 67
18c. living room 67
19. speak '"language?" 19a. yes 58
19b. no 42
20. name of language 20a. English 50
20b. Spanish 17
20c. American 17



Table 6
Students' Most Frequent and Most Divergent
Responses to the Burke Reading Interview (N = 13)
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Item/Type

Frequent

Divergent

10.
11,
12.
13.

14,

15.

l6.

student's principal response

to unknown word

student's alternative res-
ponse to unknown word

example of good reader:

first choice

cxample of good reader:

second choice

good reader characteristics
good reader encounter with
unknown word

good reader response to unknown
word

student strategy
another disabled

to assist
reader

teacher strategy to assist
another disabled reader

how student learned to read
method of acquisition
future reading goals
reading ability: self-
evaluation

routine reading material

most-liked reading material

most memorable reading material

10,
11.
12,
13.

14.

15.

16.

ask teacher

sound it out

LD stu-
class

another
dent in
teacher

being a teacher
never

sound it out

tell them the
word

tell them to
sound it out
teacher
phonics-related
read more

not good

school books

comics/comic
books
monster series

o4

10.
11,
12.
13.

14,

15,

16,

sit and wait until
told what to do
try to remember it

me (the student)
librarian

practice
yes - once

find out by the
office

read a book to thu
then ask them to
read a book to me
give them easier
boek

self-taught
practice

write books

good

pencil label of
school district;
lottery ticket
Playboy

Walt Disney
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Table 7

Descriptive Statistics of the Students' Summary and
Profile of Reader Strengths (N = 1I)

Area Mean 7% Rauge 7 Median 7

la. miscues indicating

high Graphic similarity 44 35-68 40
lb. miscues indicating

high Sound similarity 36 16-59 34
lc. miscues indicating

Graphic similarity 87 73-95 89
ld. miscues indicating

Sound similarity 84.5 66-92 86

o

miscues indicating

similar Grammatical

Function 56 39-67 55
3. syntactically acceptable ’

sentences and/or corrected

syntactically unacceptable

sentences 39 9-92 29

4, semantically acceptable

sentences and/or corrected

semantically unacceptable

sentences, 23 ' 0-92 12
5a. no s:ntence meaning change 20 - 0-92 10
5b. minimal wmeaning chang 18.5 0-65 9
5c. retentjon of author's meaning 38 0-100 18
6. high quality graphic

.miscues (N = 4) 7 6-9 6

7. high quality grammaticel

function miscucs (N = 9) 8 3-15 7
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APPENDIX A

PARENT AND STUDENT DEPENDENT MEASURES

PA: “NT QUESTIONNAIRE

PARENT INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONNAIRE

BOOK HANDLING KNOWLEDGE INVENTORY
CONCEPTS OF READING INVENTORY
CONCEPTS OF WRITING INVENTORY

READING INTERVIEW

READING MISCUE INVENTORY: EVALUATLION

READING HMISCUE INVENTORY: WORKSHEET

27
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Table 1

Parent Questionnaire

Chill's Name Birthday
Sex __ Sumber of older brothers Sisters
Date

Directions: For cach question, please circle the response that comes closest
to describing your child's behavior.

Does vyour child point out the name letters of the alphabet when playing?

sceldom occasionally very often
“How wany different alphabet letters does your child try to print?
less than 5 about 10 more than 20

*Dees your child recite the whole alphabet without any mistakes?
scldom occasionally very often
If vour child prints, what case does he use?
upper (capital letters) lower both
Did someone teach your child to read?
no one older brother or sister parent/other

If other, please explain

If someone is teaching your child, what is being taught? Circle any being

taught.
letter names letter sounds
printing leotters printing words
reading words reading stories
spelling words other

Dous your child read books by him or her selfi?

no occasionally often
what now words have you noticed your child reading? List as many as ypu cuan
think of (but no more than :5) that he identified. For example did your child
point out and read labels on foods, words in books or, magazines? I-dm dinter-
ested in whieh printed words your child noticed recently.

*How many printed words altogether do you think your child can read?

less than 5 about 10 . more than 20

O

ERIC o8
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Table 1

Parent Questionnaire Continued

Docs your chiid ask fur a printed word tou be read to him/her?

scldom occasionally very otften
bDoes your child try to identify a printed word by sounding out the letters?

seldom occasivnally very aften
Does your child spell out the letters in printed words?

scidom occasionally very often
*f{ow many alphabet letters do you think your child can recognize?

less than 5 about 11U over 20
How often is your child read te at home per wecek?

less tﬂan 1/2 hour about 1 hour more than 2 hours
How often doues your child visit the public library?

irregularly monthly once or twice a month weekly
Does your child have a subscription to a children's magazine?

no yus please identify the magazine

Docs your child ask to have favorite books reread?

very often occasionally seldom
what is the average time your cinild watches T.V. per day?

less than 1/2 hour about 1 hour more than 2 hours
“Does your child hear story records at home?

very often ‘ occasionally seldom
*Dues your child watch Sesame Street on T.V.?

seldom coccasionally very often
hoes your child watch Electrie Company on T.V.?

seldom occasionally very cften

-~

*Does your child watch Saturday A. M. cartoons on T.V.

seldom occasionally very often

ERIC 59
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Table |

Parent Questionnaire Continued

*Dues your child talk to you about Sesame Street or Electric Company wmaterial?

seldom occasionally very often

*How often dues your child go on outings with you (trips to special places,

shopping, visits to friends, etc.)?

less than about four times more than six

twice a week a week times a week

*Does your child own any alphabet books?

no one several

“omitted for this investigation

Source: Mason {1974), adapted and reprinted by permission.
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Table 2

Parent Individual Questionnaire

Lf possible, both parents should fill out this page.

Please identify parent completing this page as Mother or Father

How did vou learn to read?

School home self-taught other

Do wvou think you are a good render?

ves soinctimes no

What makes a good recader?

What would you like to do better as a reader?

When you come to a word you don't know, what do you do?

What Jdo you read routinely? How often?

What do you like to read?

Is there anything you don't like to read?
]

Do you recall a special book or the most memorable thing you have read?

Does vour ¢hild see you read? yes no

What is your occupation?

How far did you =2 in school?
Did not complete High School High School College Graduate School

How many parents are at home with this child?

ERIC 61
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Show Loo; title cover.o by

hand, Tlip over pames,

Displaying book,

Displaying hook,

Present wrong way up
and back towarly S,

Turn to page L.

Give the boolk to child,

[f child doesn't read the
back or does inappropriate
book reading cont inue:

give the book to the child,
Read the first page.

62

Tahle 3

bowe Handling Knowledge Tnventory

Instruct lons

Response

Child's Response

"what's this called?"
"that's this thing?"

If ehild answers with
the nane of the book,
record and ask, "Whot's
(say name of buok siven
by child)?"

"what do you do with
jr?"

"What's inside it?"

"Snow me the front of
this book," "Take the
book and open It 50
that we read it
togethe: .

Held on to a4 pase ane
say, "Show me & page
in this bock." "Is
this a pape?”

Read this to me.

"I'm going to read you
this story., You show
me where to start
reading." "Where do
I begin?"

"Baok" "Story Book”
"Storv" Mame of Book

"Look at it"
"Open it"

"Read it"
"Tell it"

"Story" "Plcture"
Uwordsl? "pagesﬂ

"letters" “things"

Any indication of front
or first page.

Point to page. "Yes"

Record all responses

Indicates print on first
naje

63



Table 3

Book Handling Knowledge Inventory Continued

e e st

—— e

Child's Response

Lem Adninistration Instructions Response
b Turn to the next page. "Show me the top of Tndicates top edge or
this page.” "Show me toward top. Indicates
the bottom of this page. bottom of page or towards
bot tom,

Y Show the page to the child, "Show me with your Points to the first word
finger exactly where on the page.

I have to begin
reading."

10 Show the page to the child, “Show ne with your Left to right, on the page.

pag ¥ gty
Cinguer which wayr I go,
as 1 read this page.

g Continue to show the page. "Where thea?”"  (This Top line to bottom line,
may already have been
done or stated in #9;
if so, credit but do
not repeat.)

12 Read the page. "You point tu the Exact matching of spoken
story while T read word with written word.
it (Read slowly) lose matching.

13 f there is print on hoth "here do T go now?" Points to the first

pages, display the pages. line of print on the
next page.

L Read the next two pages. Can you or [ read this

[f possible, turn to a page
with print and a picture on
it, Turn the book upside
down without the child
seeing you.

64
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Table 3

e b— o — e e mm e e

% landling Fnowledge Inventory vontinued

e ¢ ——

Tnstructions

Response

e ]

Child's Response

Show how to use maseing
card to cluse the "curtains”
over the "window." (Use

-

two pleces of dblack
cardboard.)

Open "curtains.”

Open 'curtains,”

Remove card,

Read to end of story.
Close book and pass it
to the child.

Get at comprehension,

Leave the book with the
chiid.

Title page pointing.

"Let's put some of the
story in this windru,

I want you Lo ciose fhi
curtains like this
unti] I can see just
one letter." "Now

just two letters."

"Now close it until we
can see just one word."
"Now just two words."

"Shew me the first
letter in a word-
any word."

"Show me a capital
letter - any capital
letter."

"Show me the name of
the book" or "Name of
story?"

"Tell me something about
the story."

"Show me the beginning
of the story,” "Show
ne the end of the
story."

"It says here (Read title
of the book" by ...(Read
the author's name). What
does by...(say author's
name) mean?"

One letter correct.
Two letters correct.

1 word correct.
2 words correct.

First correct.
Last correct.

Points clearly to a
capital letter. Points
to any capital letter,

Cover, fly-leaf or title
page.

Opens book to first page
and points to the first
line, Turns to last page
line,

"He wrote it." "He made
up the story.” "He made
the book."

ATk N T I S R
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Table 4

Concepts of Reading Inventory

Name of child: Date:

Age of child (years & months): Sex:

Name of Interviewer:

(f'lease use a cassette tape recorder for the interview if possible)

l. Lo vou know how to read?
2. How did you learn to read?
a. Did somebody help ycu learn to read? If ves, who?

3. D¢ you like to read?
4. What do vou like to read?

5. Do vou want to benable to read?

6. How will you learn to read?

7. Does someone have to help you learn how to read?

8. Who do you think will help you learn how to read?

9. Do you think that you could learn to read by yourself?
10. Do vou think learning to read will be easy/hard?

Il1. Why do you think learning to read will oe easy/hard?
12. Do the people vou live with know how to read?

13. Do they ever read to you? Who?
14. What do they read to you?

[5. Do you like it? Why?

16. What do you look at while you are being read to? (Probe with "anything
else?')

17. [f I said I'm going to read you a story, what would I do?
18. if L said ['m going to tell you a story, what would I do?
i9. 1Is it possible to read with your eyes closed?

"Yes/No'", ask 'Why?"
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Table 4

Concepts of Reading Inventory Continued

66

20. Do you have a T.V.?
21. Does anyone in your house ever read in the kitchen?
a, What?
b. Living room: Bedroom
(Try to get at books, magazines and newspapers and labels without using
those words. 1f not ask directly about them.)
22. Do you ever go to the store with your parents?
23. Why do people read?
24. Do you speak a language?

25. What do you speak?

Source: Goodman (1977), reprinted by permission.
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Table 5

Concepts vf Writing Irventory

Name of chitid:

Age of child (years & months):

Name of interviewer:

(Pl ase use a cassette tape record. ¢ for the interview, if possuble.)

1. Write for me (have available lined paper, .nlined paper, pencil, pen,
magic marker and crayon in front of child). If child says no, say, "Write
your name fo- me."

2. Read me what you wrote.

3. Tell me about what you wrote. What's thic and this? (Get at terms
word, letter, etc.)

4., Write me a letter.

5. Do you write at home or school?

6. What do you write?

7. why do people write?

8. Drawme a plcture.

9. Is drawing like writing? How? Or, why not?

10, If the chi'i can't writ his/her own name, then write three different
looking names including the child's and ask him to read his name.
Source: Goodmdﬁ~zl977), reprinted by permission. T
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Table 6

Reading Interview

Nave Age Late
Occupation B Education Level
Sex Interview Setting

68

1. When you are reading and you rome to something you don't know, what do you

do?
2. who is a good reader that you know? (Ask about tecacher.)
3. What makes her/him a g-rod reader?

4. Do you “hink that she/he ever comes to suvmething che/he deesn't know when
she/he's reading?

. Yes When ste/he does come to something she/he doesn't know, what do you
think she/he does about it?

nu upp.se that she/he does come to something that she/he doesn't pre-
tend to know. What do you think she/he does about it?

& 1f you knew that someone was having difficulty reading, how would you
help that persor”

. a ,
/. What would &GGT tcacher ¢ to help that person?

How did you learn to read?
what did (thev/you) do to hkelp you 1 arn?

what would —ou like o do better as a reader?

O
.

10. Do wvou think that you arc¢ a good reader? Yes N

Additional Questions:

11. Wwhat do you read routinely? Like every day or wvery week?”
{2, What do you like most of all to read?
13, Can you remember any special book or the most memorable thing vou have

ever read?

Source: Burke (1974), reprinted by permission.
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Table 7

lnventory: Fvaluation

word level substitution in cont

Evaluation

tvaluation of the following questi
appropriate use of grammatical fun
Questicns 1, 2 3 are answered
tnder column huaded Text, list the
Hext to it, under the column
substituted. Answer the following
It dialect is involved, place a d

, dlIl d

Ccue.

@le Graphic Similarity:

high

sSOme

none
J2.  Sound Similarity:

high

DU

3. Grapmatical Funetion:

sale

quuestionable

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ons indicates vhether the student is making
ction and of the graphophonic cueing systen.
for only word level substitution miscues.
word that is involved in a cubstitution mis-
headed Reader, list the word which the reader
questions for cach of these pairs of wourds.
next to the reader's substitution.
How much do the two words louk al tke?
THO of thedir three parts ave similar.
Beginning and middle. T
Beginning and end.
and end.

3
)
S

iddle
oM of their three parts is similar.
Beginning or general configuration.
diddle.

lnd.
NONE of their three

parts are similar.

ow much do the two words scund alixe?
TWO of their three parts are similar.
Beginning and middle.

jegianing andd end.

Middle and end.

OUE of their three parts is similar.
Beginning or general configuration.
Middle.

End.

Is the grammatical function of the reader's

word the same as the grammatical function of
the text word?  (To help answer this question,
read the text sentence with the reader's mis-

cue in it.)

The reader's miscue is the sime grammat ical
function as the text word.

It is impossib’e to tell whether the grammat-
ical functien of the reader's miscuc t

Tune-

is the

same or differvat from the grameaticnd

tion of the te=t.
The reader's misene is a different gramonati-
cal function than the text word.
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Table 7

Reading Miscue Inventory: Evaluation Continucd

Language sense:  kvaluation
———— - e =

Evaluation of the following two questions indicates thu degree to which the
reader is concerned with producing acceptable language as he reads.  Questions

4 and 5 are answered . Lery sentence which contains one or mere miscues.

If the miscues excecd atence boundarics, include as many sentences as neeessary
to maintain the relati .ship of all the miscues caused by other miscuces.  To

read for acceptability, consider ecach sentence as the reader finally prodiced

it. All corrected miscues or attempts at correction should be read as finally
resolved by the recader. When there are no altempts at correction, the miscues
should be reud as produced. Miscues which are acceptable within the reader’'s
dialect should be considered acceptable.

Number each sentence in the text and place the numbers for sentences contain-
ing miscuecs under the column headed Sentence Number. lext to this, in the
column headed Number of Miscues, indicate the-number of miscues contained in
cach of the sentences.

’

Q4. Syntactic Acceptability: Is the sentence involving the miscues syn-
tactically (grammatically) acceptable in
the story?

ves When the sentence is read as finally pro-
duced by the reader, it is syntactically
acceptable in the story.

no When the sentence is read as finally pro-
duced by the reader, it is not syntactically
acceptable in the story.

Semantic Acceptability: 1s the sentence involving the miscues
scmantically (meaning) acceptable in the

stoury?
¥

L
w

ves When the scentence is read as finally pro-
duced by the rcade:, it is semantically
acceptable in the swory.

no “hen the sentence is read as finally pre-

duces by the reader, it is not scvmantically
accep able in the story.

wprehendi Evaiudation

ny

fvaluation of this question indicates the degree to which the reader changes
the intended meaning of trhe author as he reads. Question 6 is answerce forv
cvery sentence which contains vne vr more miscues.  To determine the degree
of change the seatence is read as the reader finally produced it. All corrected

vt out corrvetion should be read as finally resolved by the

solseties woro gt

reader.  when t

t
ere are no attempts at correction, the miscuc should be read

)
I
t

as wroduced.
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Table 7
Reading Miscue Inventory: Evaluation Continued
Q6. Meaning Change: Is there a change in meaning involved in the

sentence?

no When the sentence is read as finally produced
by the reader, there is NO change in the in-
tended meaning of the story.

winimal When the sentence is read as finally produced
by the reader, there is a change, inconsist-
ency or loss to minor incidents, characters
or sequences in the story.

Source:  Goodman, Y., Burke, C., & Lindbery, M. (1972), reprinted by permission.
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keading Miscue Inventory: Worksheet
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY AND PROFILE SHEET OF READER'S STRENGTHS
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Table 1

Summary and Profile Sheet of Reader's Strengths

Reader's ame

1. ‘The percentage of substitution miscues which indicate high Graphic and
hipgh Sound similaritices.

enter 5 QU high

enter % Q2 high

The percentage of substitution miscues which indicate Graphic and
sound similarities.

enter % Ql some
enter 5 Q2 some
combine Ql high plus some
combine Q2 high plus some

2. The percentage of substitution miscues which indicate similar Grammatical

Fuanction.

enter £ 4.

3. The percentage of instances that the reader produced syntactically
acceptable sentences and/or corrected syntactically unacceptable sentences.

cnter 5 Q4% yes

o The percentage of instances the reader produced semantically a. ceptable
sentences and/or corrected semantically unacceptable sentences.

enter % WD ves

5. The percentage of instances that the reader retained the author's meaning.
enter 7 Q6 no change

enter o~ Q6 minimal change

combine Q6 no change plus minimal change

er to obtain data about the following two areas of strength, it is
ary to return to the worksheet for the information. Read the sentence
ich the miscue asked about occurs as if it were the only miscue in the
¢

¢. Relationship between graphic dissimilarity and meaning change substitu-.
rion miscucs with Graphic similarity marked "none" but where the miscues
are cither high quality miscues (indicate minimal or no change of mean-
ing) or are corrected.

7. Relationship between grammatical function digsimilarity and syntactically
accuptable substitution miscucs with no Crammatical Function similarity
hut where the miscues are in structures which are syntactically acceptable
or are corrected.

Sonrce:  Goodman er al. (1972), reprinted by permission.

78



APPENDTX C

SAMPLE LESSON PLANS FOR COMPREHENSTON

79




Strategy Lesson
1. Reading Area: Comprehension
2. Cue Emphasis/Comprehension Arca:  Pronouns/Predicting Semantic Cues
3. Process Strength Utilized: Visual/Auditory/Verbal Language Expression
4. Process Weakness Avoided: Written language lxpression
». Duscription of Activity:
A. Specific rationale:
To hielp the learner develop better comprehension, utilizing
words incontext; to aid the learner in gaining meaning of what he
reads by eliminating miscues specifically in the arca of pronouns.
B. Evaination:
Given a book of autobiographies of male and female social figures,
the student will be able to predict if the autobiography is about a
male or female from pronouns within the context of the story. The
student will be able to correctly name the sex of at least four of
five authors of autobiographies by verbal response. The student's
responses will be recorded on a progress chart which lists the
number of correct and incorrect responses.
C. Realding strategy instruction
a. Initiating (motivational preparation) Craig, I am geing to read
{ive storivs of five very interesting people. Can you tell me if
the person is a man or a woman in the story and what words in the

story " i es you think it is a man or a woman?

b laterav JL-e=—- Craig, tcell me about the stories 1 have just
.
re.. . to you. What words in story une tells you that the story
is about a mu:” Can you tell me any other words you can use in

place of Mr. Jones? Can you use the word "her" in place of

Mr. Jones? Where can you use the words "her" and "she"? What

ERIC 80
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is another word for words like "she and "he'?

c. Applying----- Craig, now 1 want you o read for me from this
newspaper article. I have tater out the person's name that this
story is about. Can you tell me if the story is about a girl or
a boy? What pronouns tell you that the article is about u yirl?

" jnstead of "she,'" will this change the mcaning

If you use "he
¢t the story?
d. Expanding----- Craig, here is a science book. 1In the chapter on
parts of the humun body, T want you to locate every pronoun and
list them according to the sex they represent. Why is it impor-
tant that you place the right body part with the right pronoun?
Bohavioral Objective for Activity:
The student will be able to read storics with ten or more pronouns and not
rake pronoun miscues that would change the meaning of the story.
General toal fur Activity:
The general goal of this aetivity is to teach tho importance of using
the correct pronoun in reading activities so that comprehension in terms
of semantics is not lost.
Fvaluation:
Given a book'of autobiographies, a science bouk, and a:tic’es from the
newgpaper, the student will be able to predict the sex of the persons in
the stories using semantic cues (pronouns) without making morv ~han two
miscues.
Specific allowance for a minority learning handicapped individual
To generate high interest, the autobiographies could all be from noted
black stars, authors, athletes and/or politicians. Jome of the student's
own family members could te used in stories where predicticns can be

made as to the pronouus that would describe family members.
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Reading lesson Plan
Reading Arca: Comprehension
Cue Emphasis/Comprehension Area: Fredicting Semantic Cues
Process Strength Urilized: Visual Language Associlation, Visual Mcemory,
Visual Discrimination, and Written Language LExpression.
Process Weakness Avoided: Visual Closure and Auditory Sequential Memory
Description of Activity: Negative Contractions
The child consistently miscues on contractions. He reads cannot for
can't, will not for won't, and docs not for doesn't. The child should
recognize that two words may be telescoped into one, as in contractions.
a. Iniating
The students will read che story "Bert's Bath” in their Sesame Strect
Library. The tcacher will initiate a discussion of the story by hav-
ing the child lpok at the pictures to get an idea of what the story
is about. The student will read the story silently first, but will
orally read certain parts to answer specific questions asked by the
teacher. Lor exasple, fiou and read the part in the story that tells
why Bert can't take .. buth now.
b. Interacting
The student wiil be asked questions sucihi as: What words in the story
arc vuntractions: what does ecach contracticn wean, can you think of
some other contractions?
¢c. Applying
Ti.e student will identify contractions in cther written materials,
in other subjects such as science and social studies, and usc them
in iu dailv counversations.

d. kxpanding

A

The students will read the story "An A Story' and identify the

82
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contractions, the two words that form the contraction, and their
meaning.  Ihey will also discuss how the contraction changes the
meaning of the sentence.  The students will be given reproductions
of small portions of the story with the contraction missixvlg, and witll
have to il in the blanxks with the missing contraction.
tehavioral Objective for Activity:
The@chiild will learn to recognize common contractions, how to fora
contractions, what they mean in a sentence, and how to use them in sen-
tences in hiis spoxen language.
sunteral Goal for Activity:
The child will increase his ability to predict semintic cues.
Evaluation:
Part L -~ The child will be given a passage from a story to read contnin-
ing various contractions. He will be asked to ident ify each contraction,
tel! whato it means, and Lhe two words that the contraction is made up of.
The puassape will contain twenty contractions. Criterion is BOML.  The
child must successfully complete 16 out of 20, Data cellectien forn
used will be percent data.
Part L1 of the evaluation will consist of a paragraph frem a familiar
story where the child will need to fill in the blanks with the missing
contractivns or ones that can complete the meaning of the paragraph. The
criterion is 8BUY, eight correct responses out of a possible ten. Data
collection will be percenc data.
Specific allowance for a miﬁority learning handiecapped individual:
This activity can be changed to take into consideratioy that the chilc
is a minority handicapped child by changing the sclections or the stories
to be read by the child. Selections can be chosen from stories about

minority handicupped ~hildren. For example, an appropriate passage

83



Q.
ERIC

Aruitex: provided by Eric

\ . Cinge M
could be chosen from "1 Know Why the Caged Bird Sings.
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Reading Lesson Plan
Reading Arca:  Comprehiension

Swenn ion Area:  Predicting Sceimantic dues

Process Streagtin Urilized:

The process :;tru:ll;b'th vtilized in this lesson are verbal language
cupression, written language expression, vis;.i';al discrimination, and
aulditory <discrimination.

Process weakiess Avolded:

Tie process weakiaesses as shown by the child are in the arcas of anmdi-
¢ rv sequential menory and visual closure. These weaknesses were Laren
into consideration in the strategy lesson and were avoided.

Description of Activity: Pronouns

The oiill's eoral reading is characterized by pronoun substitutions.  She
constantly reads she tor he, T for we, he for it, cte.

a. Iniviating

1he teacher will generate a discussion about the child's fanily und

hore life. Ouestions will be asked such as:  low many peoplice arc in

vour familv, do you have any brothers, what are their names, and what

things do you do with your fawily? As the c¢hild answers thoese

questions, the teacher will write down what the child savs in the

form ol an experience story.
b. [atcracting

These ideas will be shared with the other students in the class who

will be encouraged to participate in the activity. Their ideas will

be exchanged, thereby providing a basis for other czperience stories.

c. Applying
45 the expericnce story is being written, the child will bLe asked

to read cach suntence as it is written and then read the completed
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Sterres s She child will be given o cepy of his otury and will Lo
asked to rind all of the prencuns by using the contest of tihe story

te aid Lim. ALl pronouns will be underlined by the child,

o 1
Jaan G g

v-v]lk

Pach chind's story will be duplicated and a copy pivon o cneh
s of the class.  In cach story, the child will be given a chicice

o1 tac pronouns from which to choose.  The story will be read orally
/
/

as it is presented in cless and the cnild will be askhed to clivosc
the correct pronoun giving a rutionuic for his cholce. These
sturies will be used over a two week period.
. Behavioral Objective for Activity:
The child will leara to use contextual clues in his reading to aid him
in determining if he is reading about a person who is male or female, is
singular or plural, or if he is reading about nouns ~ther than persons
suen as animals, places, or things.
7. General Goal for Activity:
The cnild will increase his ability to predict semantic cuvs.
3.  tvaluation:
The child will be evaluated on his ability to usce pronouns correctly.
fhe child will be given a short story containing twoenty pairs of pronouns
(2 choices from which to choose). The story will be read orally in
class.  Tthe chiid will identify the correct pronoun and underline his
choice.  The eriterion will be 18 out of 20, 90%7. The type of data used
is pérmunt data - the number of correet behaviors over the number of
oppurtunitices.
Y. Spucific allowance for a minority learning handicapped individual:
The languaze experience approach denotes a method of teaching in

which the reading materials are developed by recording children's spoken
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lan juape.  lhe content oil pupii created reading materials rop:

the sericnces and language patterns of the vecder. Theretfore, this
sotivity is already geared to rhe minorits learning handicapped individunl

and no other allowances are necessary.
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